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MAY IT PLEASE THE TRIBUNAL

INTRODUCTION

1. These specific closing submissions are filed on behalf of Wai 3274, a claim by
Nick Manu Pouwhare Tupara for himself and on behalf of the Kerekere,
Tupara and Grant whanau (“the claimants”) in the Wai 2500 Military Veterans

Kaupapa Inquiry (“the Inquiry”).

2. These submissions focus on Trooper Grant Ivan “Skippy” Ngaira, who served
11 years in the New Zealand Army, which included deployments to Bosnia
and East Timor. While he is of Ngati Oneone and Te Whanau a Kai, Skippy’s
whakapapa connects him to the Te Arawa waka, as well as to the Horouta and
Takitimu waka. Skippy is the only whanau member named in the Wai 3274

claim whose service falls within Stage 1 of the Inquiry.

3. The claimants say the Crown failed Skippy during and after his service. It failed
to protect him from the harms of deployment, and it failed to protect him
from racism and cultural abuse while he served. Those failures affected his
mana, safety, wairua, psychological wellbeing, and his experience as a Maori

soldier.

4. Skippy’s experiences in the Army caused him to struggle when readjusting to
civilian life. He dealt with physical injuries, psychological harm, alcohol
addictions and the resulting strain on his whanau relationships. He eventually
moved to Australia, further isolating himself from his whanau and community

supportt systems.

5. The claimants seek findings that the Crown failed to protect Skippy from
racism and cultural harm while he served, failed to respond properly when
those harms became clear, and failed to provide support that met his needs as

a Maorti soldier and as part of a whanau.



EVIDENCE AND DOCUMENTS RELEVANT TO WAI 3274

0. The evidence and documents relevant to these submissions are:

a. Nick Manu Pouwhare Tupara’s 2015 brief of evidence, presented during
Hearing Week 1 at Muriwai Marae, Gisborne, on 25 August 2015;'

b.  Nick Manu Pouwhare Tupara’s 2024 brief of evidence, presented during
Hearing Week 4 at Te Whare o Toroa (Wairaka) Marae, Whakatane, on
9 October 2024;

c. Wai 3274 statement of claim;’ and

d. The cross-examination documents relating to Skippy’s Bosnia incident,

together with the relevant Hearing Week 7 transcript.4

7. Skippy did not give evidence in person or attend any hearing for this Inquiry.
But that does not lessen the weight or relevance of the evidence. His

experience was told through Nick Tupara, a first cousin to Skippy’s mother.

TRIBUNAL STATEMENT OF ISSUES

8.  The Tribunal Statement of Issues (““TSOI”) primarily relevant to these
submissions falls under Part Four. They also address Part Five, to the extent
that current Crown policies or practices have not adequately ameliorated the

concerns raised by Maori ex-servicepeople and their whanau.

9. The issues most directly engaged are:
a.  TSOI 4.1, concerning exposure to danger and ill-health risks;
b.  TSOI 4.2, concerning healthcare provided while on service;
c.  TSOI 4.3, concerning rehabilitation support after service;

' Nick Manu Pouwhare Tupara, Brief of Evidence, Wai 2500, #A14(a), 14 August 2015; Wai 2500,
#4.1.2 at 167.

2 Nick Manu Pouwhare Tupara, Brief of Evidence, Wai 2500, #D24, 9 September 2024; Wai 2500,
#4.1.13(a) at 363.

3 Statement of Claim, Wai 3274, #1.1.1.

#Wai 2500, #G23, Cross-examination bundle for Lieutenant Colonel Martin Dransfield, 31 July
2025; Wai 2500, #4.1.16 at 43-48.



10.

d. TSOI 4.4, concerning the Crown’s recognition of Maori who served;
e. TSOI 5.2, concerning whether current Crown policies or practices and
have addressed the concerns raised by Maori ex-servicepeople and their

whanau.

These issues are addressed through Skippy’s specific evidence. The claimants
also rely on the relevant generic closing submissions where those submissions

address the wider systemic matters reflected in Skippy’s experience.

TE HEKENGA WHAKAPAPA

11.

Skippy came from a whanau with a long history of military service. Through
his mother, Heni Te Auraki Waikapu Ngaira, he is a mokopuna of Private Ivan
Panapa Tutere “Uncle Boysie” Kerekere, who served in J-Force from 1946 to
1947. His father, Edward Maunsell “Sam” Ngaira, had also served. Other
whanau members include Nanny George Snapper in the First World War,
Nanny Tommy and Nanny Jock in the 28th Maori Battalion. This whakapapa

is important and speaks to submissions concerning partnership.

TE TIRITI PRINCIPLES

12.

The claimants rely on the principles of partnership, active protection, equity
and options. Those principles are addressed in detail in the generic closing
submissions.” This section focuses on how they apply to Skippy and the Wai
3274 claim.

Partnership

13.

Partnership requires the Crown and Maori to act reasonably, honourably and

in good faith toward each other. In a military context, that duty is heightened.

> Generic Closing Submissions on Discrimination in the New Zealand Military, Wai 2500, #3.3.083;
Generic Closing Submissions on Tikanga Maori, dated 8 May 2026; Generic Closing Submissions
Regarding Social and Economic Rehabilitation, Wai 2500, #3.3.079; Generic Closing Submissions
on the Physical, Mental, Spiritual and Collective Health of Maori Servicepeople and their Whanau,
Wai 2500, #3.3.081; Generic Closing Submissions: TSOI Patt Five Veterans’ Support Act 2014,
Wai 2500, #3.3.082.



14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

The Crown exercises direct command over soldiers. It controls where they
serve, who they serve with, how discipline is imposed, and what support is

provided during and after service.

For Maori soldiers, partnership is also reciprocal. Maori soldiers put their lives
on the line in service of the Crown. In return, the Crown is required to protect
them, respect their tikanga, and support them when the consequences of

service become cleat.

That relationship has a longer history. For many Maori, military service was
tied to the promises and obligations of Te Tiriti. Sir Apirana Ngata spoke of
the “price of citizenship”. Maori service, particularly through the 28th Maori
Battalion, carried an expectation that Maori sacrifice would be met with
Crown protection, recognition, rehabilitation and respect for Maori rights,

lands, tikanga and wellbeing.

Skippy came from that history. His whanau had served across generations,
including in the 28th Maori Battalion. That legacy was a big reason why Skippy
and other Maori joined the services. They were following the example of their
fathers, uncles, kaumatua and wider whanau. Service was tied to whakapapa,

whanau pride, mana and obligation.

Skippy’s service was therefore not just an individual decision. It sat within a
wider whakapapa of Maoti service to the Crown. Maoti soldiers did not serve
as isolated individuals. They carried their whanau, hapu and iwi with them.
They also carried the mana and obligations of those who had served before

them.

Partnership required the Crown to recognise that whakapapa and the
obligations that came with it. It required the Crown to provide a safe service
environment, respond properly when racism and cultural harm occurred, and

support Skippy’s return to whanau life when service had harmed him.



19.

For the Kerekere, Tupara and Grant whanau, military service carried both an
expectation and an obligation. Maori stood with the Crown in times of
conflict. In return, the Crown was required to stand with Maori by protecting

their rangatiratanga, wellbeing, tikanga and Treaty rights.

Active Protection

20.

21.

22.

23.

Active protection requires the Crown to take positive and reasonable steps to
protect Maori rights, interests, taonga and wellbeing. In the military context,

that duty applied before, during and after Skippy’s service.

Before and during service, active protection required the Crown to recognise
that Maori soldiers entered service as Maori. For Skippy, that meant
recognising his whakapapa, his whanau history of service, his tikanga, and the

cultural support needed for him to serve safely as Maori.

This duty had already been made clear through the service of the 28th Maori
Battalion. The Battalion showed that Maori identity, tikanga, whanaungatanga
and military service could sit together. Nolan Raihania described how the
Battalion cared for men whose wairua for fighting had gone. Those men were
pulled back, not pushed further, and remained within the unit in other roles.
That evidence shows that Maori tikanga and manaaki could sit alongside

military service.’

After service, active protection requires the Crown to support Maori veterans
to return to civilian and whanau life. That support needed to include the
physical, psychological, cultural and whanau impacts of service. For Maori
veterans, proper support also meant helping them reconnect with whanau,
hapt, iwi and tikanga. Skippy left the Army with physical injuries,
psychological harm, alcohol issues and disconnection from whanau. Those

were the very matters the Crown needed to respond to.

¢ Nolan Raihania, Brief of Evidence, Wai 2500, #A3, 12 June 2015, at [32].



24,

Active protection when viewed through a military lens means that Maori
soldiers are not merely subjects serving the Crown. They are members of a
Treaty partner whose sacrifice created an even stronger obligation on the

Crown to protect their interests, mana, and future wellbeing.

Equity

25.

20.

27.

28.

29.

Equity required more than treating Skippy the same as every other soldier. A
uniform system was not enough if it left Maori soldiers exposed to racism,

cultural harm, or support systems that did not meet Maori needs.

Skippy was exposed to the same risks and responsibilities as other soldiers.
However, his experience as a Maori soldier included sustained racial abuse,
cultural harm, physical and psychological injury, and a lack of support that

recognised his tikanga and whanau relationships.

Equity is also about whanau and hapori. Maori communities contributed
heavily to New Zealand’s war efforts. Nolan Raihania gave evidence that, in
C Company, 50 percent of those eligible to enlist did so. The impact of that
service did not remain with individual soldiers. It came home with them and

affected whanau and communities.’

The Kerekere, Tupara and Grant whanau gave generations of service to the
Crown. The question is not simply whether Skippy received the same uniform,
pay or basic entitlements as others. The better question is whether his service,
and the service of his tipuna, resulted in fair treatment, proper support, dignity,

security and recognition for him and his whanau.

On the evidence, it did not. Skippy was left to carry racism, injury, drinking
issues, psychological harm and whanau disconnection. His whanau also
carried the effects. That is where equity becomes important. The Crown
benefited from Maoti service across generations, but Maori soldiers and their

whanau were not left with outcomes that reflected that sacrifice.

7 Nolan Raihania, Brief of Evidence, Wai 2500, #A3, 12 June 2015, at [45].



30.

Equity also applies to recognition. Proper recognition of Maori military service
is not only about medals or records. Itis also about telling the full truth of that

service, including the harm carried by Maorti soldiers and their whanau.®

Options

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

The principle of options required the Crown to ensure Maori could participate
fully in military service without surrendering their identity, language, tikanga
and culture. Maori servicemen and women should have been able to serve
both the Crown and their whakapapa. That obligation applied during service

and after service.

During service, Maori soldiers should have been able to maintain their cultural
identity, practise tikanga where appropriate, maintain connections with

whanau, hapu and iwi, and have tikanga concerns taken seriously.

For Skippy, options meant serving in an environment where racism was
addressed, tikanga concerns were respected, and cultural support was available
when needed. It meant the Crown had to make space for him to serve as
Maorti, not just as another soldier expected to fit into a system that did not see

his needs.

After service, Maoti veterans should have been supported to return to civilian
and whanau life as Maori. That meant support to reconnect with whanau,
hapu, tikanga and community, and access to rehabilitation that did not require
them to leave their Maori identity or needs behind. Skippy did not receive that
kind of support. After service, he carried physical injuries, psychological harm,
alcohol issues, wairua impacts, strained relationships and disconnection from

home.

To the extent that military or broader Crown policies promoted assimilation,

discouraged Maori cultural expression, or required Maori veterans to abandon

8 Nolan Raihania, Brief of Evidence, Wai 2500, #A3, 12 June 2015, at [51]—[52].



their identity to serve or access support after service, those policies were

inconsistent with the Treaty principle of options.

SUBMISSIONS

Racial Discrimination and Failure to Protect

36.

37.

38.

39.

This section addresses TSOI 4.1, 4.2 and 4.4.” The racism Skippy experienced
made his service unsafe, harmed his wellbeing, and affected how his service

should now be recognised.

While serving in Bosnia, Skippy was subjected to sustained racial abuse by
members of his own crew. The claimant’s evidence is that Skippy was called a
“monkey” on a regular basis. That abuse was not ordinary military banter. It
was racism directed at Skippy as a Maoti soldier. It undermined his mana and
the trust required within a tank crew. A soldier in that environment depends

on the people around him for safety and survival."’

Skippy sought a transfer because of the racial abuse; however, it was denied
because he was the only person qualified as a Command Post Operator. On
the claimant evidence, the Army knew Skippy was seeking removal from that
environment because of racism, but operational need was treated as more

important than removing him from a harmful and racist situation.!!

The Crown’s duty of active protection required it to remove Skippy from that
harm, address the racism, and hold those responsible to account. It did not do
so. Instead, Skippy remained in the same environment until the situation

escalated."

9 Tribunal Statement of Tssues, Wai 2500, #1.4.4 at 32-35, issues 4.1, 4.2 and 4.4: “4.1. Was the extent
to which Maoti setvicepeople wete exposed to danger and/or ill-health risks during these conflicts
and operations consistent with the principles of the Treaty?”; “4.2. Was the healthcare provided to
Maori servicepeople while on service consistent with the Treaty?”; and “4.4. Was the Crown’s
recognition of Maori who served during these operations consistent with the principles of the
Treaty?”

10 Brief of Evidence of Nick Manu Pouwhare Tapara, Wai 2500, #A014(a), at [65]; Statement of
Claim for Wai 3274, Wai 3274, #1.1.001, at [76]—[77]

11 \Wai 2500, #A014(a), at [65]; Wai 3274, #1.1.001, at [77].

12 Wai 2500, #A014(a), at [65]; Wai 2500, #3.3.083, at [117]—[119].



40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

Skippy was later accused of assaulting two members of the tank crew and
holding a gun to the head of one of them. He was charged with four offences:
possession of an offensive weapon, threatening to kill, assault with a weapon,
and failing to comply with written orders by loading his personal weapon. He
was found guilty and sentenced to nine months detention, with six months

suspended.”

The charge material itself records the words “next person who calls me
monkey I’'m going to kill”, or words to that effect. Counsel does not rely on
that to justify the conduct charged. It is relevant because it shows that the

racial abuse formed part of the immediate context of the incident."

Counsel does not minimise the seriousness of the incident, but the Tribunal
must consider what led to it. Skippy had been subjected to ongoing racial
abuse. The Crown punished his reaction, but there is no evidence before the
Tribunal that the racism directed at him was properly investigated, addressed,

ot that those responsible were held to account.

The Crown failed to protect Skippy when his transfer was denied. The
claimant’s evidence states Skippy sought a transfer due to the racial abuse.
However, it was denied because they needed him as a Command Post
Operator. The effect was that operational need was treated as more important

than removing Skippy from a harmful and racist environment.

When Skippy’s situation was put to Lieutenant Colonel Dransfield, he
acknowledged that what happened to Skippy was abhorrent. This
acknowledgement confirms from the Army the seriousness of the racism, and

this is not something Skippy should have been expected to tolerate.”

13 Wai 2500, #G23, Attachment A, Charge Sheet of Grant Ivan Ngaira; Attachments B—C.

14 Wai 2500, #G23, Attachment A, Charge Sheet of Grant Ivan Ngaira; Attachments B—C.

15 Wai 2500, #4.1.016, Transcript of Hearing Week 7, RNZAF Base Ohakea, 4-8 August 2025, cross-
examination of Lieutenant Colonel Martin Dransfield by Mr Matthew Kennelly, at 47—48.

10



45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

Counsel submits that the disciplinary process itself needs to be viewed through
a Tiriti lens. The issue is not whether the incident was serious. It was. The
issue is that Skippy appears to have faced the military disciplinary process as
an individual soldier, without the wider whanau support and cultural context

that could have assisted him.'®

For Maori, a person does not stand alone. Skippy was part of a whanau, hapa
and whakapapa of military service. His mother, uncle or other whanau
members could have spoken to his character, his background, and the effect
that sustained racial abuse had on him. That context mattered. It was relevant

to why he responded as he did, and to what support he needed afterwards.

The Crown’s process treated the matter as one of discipline. It did not
properly account for the racism that preceded the incident, the cultural harm
involved, or the need for a manaaki-based response. The whanau are not
aware of any proper response to the racial abuse directed at Skippy. On the
evidence before the Tribunal, Skippy’s conduct was punished, but there is little
to show that the racism forming part of the background was properly

addressed.

Counsel adopts the Generic Closing Submissions on Disctimination'” and
Tikanga Maori'"® where relevant. Those submissions speak directly to Skippy’s
experience. The discrimination submissions treat his case as an example of
racism being normalised and left unaddressed in the military. The tikanga

submissions describe the abuse as a sustained assault on his mana tzmgata.19

Skippy was used as the face of Army recruitment. His image was used to

promote the Army and attract others into service. But when he was racially

16 Wai 2500, #G023, Attachments A—C; Wai 2500, #A014(a), at [65]

17 Generic Closing Submissions on Discrimination in the New Zealand Military, dated 19 May 2020,
at [117]-[118].

18 Generic Closing Submissions on Tikanga Maori, dated 8 May 2026, at [128]—[130].

19 Wai 2500, #3.3.083, at [117]—[119]; Generic Closing Submissions on Tikanga Maori, dated 8 May
2026, at [128]-[130].

11



50.

abused by his own crew, the Crown did not protect him. It left him in that

environment, refused his transfer, and then punished him for retaliating.”’

Counsel submits that the Crown breached te Tiriti by failing to protect Skippy
from racial abuse, failing to respond once that abuse was known, prioritising
operational need over his wellbeing, and relying on discipline without

addressing the racism that led to the incident.

Breach of Tikanga

51.

52.

53.

54.

This section addresses TSOI 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4 and 5.2.%' It concerns the
Crown’s failure to provide culturally safe service conditions and tikanga

support for Skippy as a Maori soldier.

During his service, Skippy was ordered with others to walk through a trench
that passed through a cemetery. Skippy and the other Maori soldiers stopped
and refused because of what that place meant in tikanga. The mission

continued.?

Counsel accepts that military operations can require soldiers to act in difficult
circumstances. However, this incident shows that tikanga was treated as
secondary to operational command. The beliefs of Maori soldiers were raised,

but they did not alter the Crown’s response.

Counsel adopts the Generic Closing Submissions on Tikanga Maori where
relevant. Those submissions explain that deployment places Maori soldiers
into the realm of Tu, where tapu, noa and hara must be properly managed.
They also explain that whakanoa is not optional or symbolic. It is part of

restoring the person, spititually and mentally, after exposure to harm.”

20 Wai 2500, #A014(a), at [65] and [70]

21 Tribunal Statement of Issues, Wai 2500, #1.4.004, TSOTI 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, 4.4 and 5.2.

22 Wai 2500, #A014(a), at [64].

2 Generic Closing Submissions on Tikanga Maoti, dated 8 May 2020, at [150]—[157] and [176]—
[178]; Wai 2500, #A014(a), at [5]—[10].

12



55.

56.

57.

It came on top of the other things he was already carrying from service:
exposure to dangerous and distressing deployments, racism, injury, drinking
issues and psychological harm. The cemetery incident was part of the wider

cultural and personal harm that the Crown failed to respond to.”

In this case, there is no evidence that the Crown recognised the tikanga breach

or provided any proper tikanga process afterwards.

Counsel submits that this was a breach of tikanga and a breach of te Tiriti.
The Crown exercised command over Skippy, but failed to protect the tikanga,
wairua and mana that he carried as a Maoti soldier. That failure breached the

principles of active protection, partnership and options.

Inadequate Support for Skippy and his Whanau

58.

59.

60.

This section addresses TSOI 4.2, 4.3 and 5.2.% It concerns the Crown’s failure
to respond to Skippy’s physical and psychological harm while he remained in

service, and the lack of proper rehabilitation support after he left.

Skippy left the Army with physical injuries, psychological harm, alcohol
problems and strained whanau relationships. These issues developed during

his service and continued after he left. %

Skippy fell from his tank and broke his left elbow, which continued to cause
pain. He suffered back pain over several years, rolled his ankle, experienced
abnormal liver function and impaired fitness, and later suffered further injury
from other falls. His relationship broke down and he experienced depression

and extreme distress.”’

24 Wai 2500, #A014(a), at [62]-[68]; Generic Closing Submissions on the Physical, Mental, Spiritual
and Collective Health of Maori Servicepeople and their Whanau, Wai 2500, #3.3.081, at [237]—

[248].

25 Tribunal Statement of Issues, Wai 2500, #1.4.004, TSOI 4.2, 4.3 and 5.2.

26 Brief of Evidence of Nick Manu Pouwhare Tapara, Wai 2500, #A014(a), at [66]—[70]; Brief of
Evidence of Nick Manu Pouwhare Tapara, Wai 2500, #D024, at [48]—[51].

27 Wai 2500, #A014(a), at [60].

13



61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

Skippy was also exposed to a heavy drinking culture. Nick Tupara records that
at Skippy’s swearing-in ceremony trays of drinks were made available to new
recruits. Skippy described the Army as having trained him to be a

“professional alcoholic”.”

Counsel adopts the Generic Closing Submissions Regarding Social and
Economic Rehabilitation where relevant. Those submissions identify the same
wider problem: the Crown’s rehabilitation system was not designed around
Maori needs and did not properly address whanau impacts, tikanga, cultural

. . . 0
reconnection, or practical barriers to support.”’

Skippy’s experience reflects that failure. He eventually moved to Australia after
struggling to resettle in New Zealand. That move placed distance between
him, his whanau and his community. The evidence of Nick Tupara is that
Skippy’s children were also affected because they were not as close to their

cousins and wider whanau.”

Counsel also adopts the Generic Closing Submissions on Tikanga Maori on
this point. The evidence of Nick Tupara explains that proper return from
conflict was not just medical. Maori warriors were traditionally prepared for
conflict and returned through tikanga processes that addressed tinana,
hinengaro and wairua. Those processes included karakia, haka, whakanoa and
manaakitanga.”’ That is the kind of support Skippy would have benefitted

from.

Counsel adopts the Generic Closing Submissions on Discrimination to the
extent they address post-service abandonment and inadequate support for
Maori veterans. Skippy’s experience shows how service-related harm was left

to the individual soldier and his whanau to carry.”

28 Wai 2500, #A014(a), at [68].

2 Generic Closing Submissions Regarding Social and Economic Rehabilitation, Wai 2500,
#3.3.079, at [5]—[13], [80]—[95] and [173]—[185].

30\Wai 2500, #A014(a), at [69]—[70]; Wai 2500, #D024, at [48]-[51].

31'Wai 2500, #A014(a), at [5]—[10]; Wai 2500, #D024, at [11], [53]-[59]; Generic Closing
Submissions on Tikanga Maori, dated 8 May 2020, at [150]—[157] and [176]—[178].

32 Generic Closing Submissions on Discrimination in the New Zealand Military, Wai 2500,
#3.3.083, at [153]-[165].

14



66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

Counsel also adopts the VANZ generic submissions to the extent they
concern current Crown policy and practice under TSOI 5.2. Counsel does not
submit, on the present record, that Skippy personally applied to VANZ or that
a specific VANZ decision caused him prejudice. The current Crown system
still relies heavily on veterans and whanau knowing where to go, navigating
separate agencies, and fitting their needs into processes that were not designed

around Maori veterans, tikanga or whanau support.”

The VANZ generic submissions identify concerns with a reactive and
centralised model, lack of knowledge of entitlements and process, access
issues, the medical and military disconnect, military ethos and whakama, and

limited te a0 Maoti policy and structures.”*

The evidence of Nick Tupara compares Skippy’s path with his brother’s. His
brother did not serve and remained closely involved in community, whanau
and hapu life. Skippy’s path was different. After service, he became more

disconnected from those relationships,35

Counsel submits that the Crown breached te Tiriti by failing to protect
Skippy’s physical and mental wellbeing, failing to intervene before those harms
became entrenched, and failing to provide proper support once they were
clear. The Crown also failed to recognise the impact that his service-related
harm had on his whanau. These failures breached the principles of active

protection, equity and options.”

The impact was also felt by Skippy’s whanau. The claimants’ position is that

service-related harm did not remain with Skippy alone. It affected the

33 Generic Closing Submissions: TSOI Part Five Veterans’ Support Act 2014, Wai 2500, #3.3.082,
at [121]—[126]. See also Generic Closing Submissions on Health, Wai 2500, #3.3.081, at [485]—

[486].

3 Wai 2500, #3.3.082, at [121]-[140].
3 Wai 2500, #D024, at [50]—[51].
3 Wai 2500, #A014(a), at [66]—[70]; Wai 2500, #D024, at [48][51]; Wai 2500, #3.3.079, at [22]—

[32].
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relationships, cultural roles and whanau connections that supported him and
those around him. That is why rehabilitation needed to look beyond the
individual soldier and recognise the whanau, hapt and marae relationships

affected by service.

Findings and Recommendations Sought

71.

72.

73.

Counsel adopts and relies on the findings and recommendations sought in
the Generic Closing Submissions on Discrimination, the Generic Closing
Submissions on Tikanga Maori, and the Generic Closing Submissions
Regarding Social and Economic Rehabilitation, to the extent they relate to
racism, cultural harm, tikanga support, Maori-centred rehabilitation,

recognition and whanau impacts.

The claimants also seek specific findings that the Crown breached te Tiriti

and its principles by:

a. failing to protect Skippy from racial abuse while he served;

b.  failing to properly respond when Skippy sought a transfer because of
that abuse;

c.  placing operational need ahead of Skippy’s safety, mana and wellbeing;

d.  punishing Skippy after the incident escalated, without properly
addressing the racism and cultural harm that came before it;

e. failing to provide a disciplinary process that properly accounted for
Skippy’s whakapapa, whanau support and wider service context;

f. failing to protect Skippy from cultural and spiritual harm, including the
cemetery incident;

g.  failing to provide tikanga support, including whakanoa where
appropriate; and

h.  failing to provide proper rehabilitation and transition support after he

left the Army.

The claimants seek a finding that the harm was not carried by Skippy alone.

It affected his mother, his children and his wider whanau relationships.
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74.  The claimants also seek a finding that proper recognition of Skippy’s service
requires acknowledgement of the racism, cultural harm and lack of support

he experienced.

75.  The claimants seeck recommendations that the Crown:

a. formally acknowledge and apologise to Skippy’s whanau for the
racism, cultural harm and lack of support he experienced;

b.  acknowledge that Skippy’s racism complaint and request for transfer
were not propetly responded to;

c. acknowledge that the disciplinary response failed to properly address
the racism and cultural context that preceded the incident; and

d. work with the whanau on any appropriate form of recognition,

apology or tikanga-based response arising from these findings.

76.  The claimants otherwise rely on the broader recommendations sought in the

generic closing submissions.

77.  The claimants seek any other findings and recommendations the Tribunal

considers appropriate.

DATED at Tamaki Makaurau this 9" day of June 2026

dmofor YT

David Stone Harry Clatworthy

Matthew Kennelly

Counsel for the claimants
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To: The Registrar, Waitangi Tribunal and Crown Law Office, and those on the

notification list for the Wai 2500 Military Veterans Kaupapa Inquiry
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